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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claims 8-9, 13-14 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 8: A) perhaps Applicant should replace "and becomes" in line 6 with - 
wherein said blocked light becomes-, 

B) perhaps applicant should insert -that — after "laser and" in line 1 1 , 

C) perhaps applicant should replace "the light with a" in line 12 with -said light 
having a — , 

D) perhaps "the" at the end of line 16 should be replaced with -said-. 

E) perhaps "has a wavelength blocked by the filter" in lines 1-2 from the bottom 
of claim 8 should be replaced with -has a wavelength that is in the same range as the 
light that is blocked by said filter, said thermally radiating light- or: 

- has a wavelength that does not pass through said filter, said thermally radiating 
light-, or: 

-has a wavelength that is also blocked by said filter, said thermally radiating 
light-, because it appears from the because it appears from the specification and claim 
language that since the light has already been blocked by the filter (line 1 1 of claim 8), it 
could not reach the weld, therefore, the light radiating from the weld could be of the 
same wavelength but not the same light that has already been blocked on its way from 
the laser toward the weld. Is this a proper interpretation of the invention? 

Claim 9: A) perhaps Applicant should replace "and becomes" in line 6 with - 
wherein said blocked light becomes-, 
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B) perhaps applicant should insert -that — after "laser and" in line 1 1 , 

C) perhaps applicant should replace "the light with a" in line 12 with -said light 
having a — , 

D) perhaps "the thermally radiating light" in lines 16-17 should be replaced with - 
said thermally radiating light-, 

E) perhaps "has a wavelength blocked by the optical means" in lines 17-18 
should be replaced with -has a wavelength that is in the same range as the light that is 
blocked by said optical means, said thermally radiating light- or: 

- has a wavelength that does not pass through said optical means, said 
thermally radiating light-, or: 

--has a wavelength that is also blocked by said optical means, said thermally 
radiating light--, because it appears from the because it appears from the specification 
and claim language that since the light has already been blocked by the optical means 
(line 1 1 of claim 9), it could not reach the weld, therefore, the light radiating from the 
weld could be of the same wavelength but not the same light that has already been 
blocked on its way from the laser toward the weld. Is this a proper interpretation of the 
invention? 

Claim 13: A) perhaps Applicant should replace "and becomes" in line 5 with - 
wherein said blocked light becomes-. 

B) perhaps applicant should insert -that — after "and" in line 12 

C) perhaps applicant should replace "the light with a" in lines 13-14 with -said 
light having a — , 
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D) perhaps "the thermally radiating light" in line 17 should be replaced with -said 
thermally radiating light--. 

E) perhaps "has a wavelength blocked by the optical means" in lines 17-18 
should be replaced with -has a wavelength that is in the same range as the light that is 
blocked by said filtering step, said thermally radiating light-, or: 

- has a wavelength that does not pass through said filtering step, said thermally 
radiating light-, or: 

-has a wavelength that is also blocked by said filtering step, said thermally 
radiating light-, because it appears from the because it appears from the specification 
and claim language that since the light has already been blocked by the filtering step 
means (line 12 of claim 13), it could not reach the weld, therefore, the light radiating 
from the weld could be of the same wavelength but not the same light that has already 
been blocked on its way from the laser toward the weld. Is this a proper interpretation of 
the invention? 

Claim 14: A) perhaps Applicant should replace "and becomes" in line 5 with - 
wherein said blocked light becomes-, 

B) perhaps applicant should insert -that — after "and" in line 13, 

C) perhaps applicant should replace "the light with a" in lines 14-15 with -said 
light having a — , 

D) perhaps "the thermally radiating light" in line 19 should be replaced with -said 
thermally radiating light-. 
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E) perhaps "has a wavelength blocked by the optical means" in lines 19-20 
should be replaced with -has a wavelength that is in the same range as the light that is 
blocked by said filtering step, said thermally radiating light-, or: 

- has a wavelength that does not pass through said filtering step, said thermally 
radiating light-, or: 

-has a wavelength that is also blocked by said filtering step, said thermally 
radiating light-, because it appears from the because it appears from the specification 
and claim language that since the light has already been blocked by the filtering step 
means (line 13 of claim 14), it could not reach the weld, therefore, the light radiating 
from the weld could be of the same wavelength but not the same light that has already 
been blocked on its way from the laser toward the weld. Is this a proper interpretation of 
the invention? 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Claims 8-9 and 13-14 are objected. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments, filed on 12/02/2008, have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. However, the claims are now objected. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The prior art cited in the PTO-892 and not mentioned above 
disclose related devices and methods. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gail Verbitsky whose telephone number is 571/ 272- 
2253. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 to 4:00 ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Lefkowitz can be reached on 571/ 272-2180. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Gail Verbitsky 

Primary Patent Examiner, TC 2800 

February 10, 2009 
/Gail Verbitsky/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2855 
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